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Truth is […] a system of ordered procedures for the production, 
regulation, distribution, circulation and operation of statements. Truth is 
linked in a circular relation with systems of power which produce and 
sustain it, and to effects of power which it induces and which extend it. 
A ‘régime’ of truth. 
(Foucault, Power/Knowledge) 
 

On the one hand, Foucault says here that truth is something like a 
generative grammar that imposes an enabling constraint on the kinds of 
statements which qualify as truth. On the other hand – except that it is 
always one and the same hand – such a grammar of truth is a product and a 
tool of power. With characteristic lucidity, Foucault chooses to describe this 
complicity between truth and power as a régime.  

But what of information, as a specific modality of truth? If Hardt and 
Negri have identified in contemporary capitalism and its globalising zeal an 
emergent ‘informatization of production’, what effect does such 
informatisation have on Foucault’s régimes? For information is not the same 
as truth. While statements of truth imply the universal and the 
transcendental, informational statements are both more hesitant and more 
demanding: they implicitly say, “this is the closest we can get to the truth at 
present, and it must be the basis of our actions”. Indeed, one could argue that 
the epistemological goal of being informed today is primarily knowing how 
to act. This form of knowing locates itself at the overlap between ethics and 
politics, insofar as information provides some much-needed orientation in 
the endless dilemma of ‘how to do the right thing’. Naturally, we all want to 
know what’s going on, and, moreover, what to do about it: ‘arming’ 
ourselves with information is one way of making sense of increasingly 
bewildering world events.  

In fact, those events have demonstrated that information, and perhaps 
misinformation, actively shapes current events, rather than merely reflecting 
them. Wasn’t the violent action against Iraq preceded by a great show of 
state-of-the-art reconnaissance? And wasn’t this show merely the 
performative preparation for an argument with the following structure: 
‘based on the information presently at hand, which is x, there is no 
alternative but to pursue action y’? Recall Colin Powell’s high-tech 
presentation to the UN Security Council in which we were treated to satellite 
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images of supposed terrorist training camps in the remote hills of Northern 
Iraq. The technological precision of these images - which in purely visual 
terms were less than conclusive - was presented as a more accurate and 
reliable source of information than the merely human efforts being made by 
Hans Blix and his team of weapons inspectors on the ground. Surely - the 
assumption went - the vast military-industrial complex has powers of 
surveillance more penetrating than the flawed perspective of human beings 
immersed in the sweaty, dirty, unpredictable awkwardness of a foreign 
reality? It was as if the machinic prosthesis of a Satellite spinning in space 
high above the earth was being honoured with the capacity to purge the 
Informational Gaze of its ideological blindspots, and just ‘show it like it is’. 
Of course, the persuasive cachet of the ontological has always been 
marshalled in the garnering of support for risky action, particularly war. But 
isn’t it now information, rather than truth, which gives the final bird’s-eye-
view on that ontological terrain? Isn’t it information which provides the 
green light for action today?  

Yet we are hardly dealing with an opposition here. The real political 
utility of information resides in its strategic and mobile partnership with 
truth: as we have seen with respect to Iraq generally, and the so-called 
Hutton affair in the UK specifically, information claims ontological status in 
order to catalyse action, but then retains the right to distance itself from the 
truth after hindsight shows that action to have been groundless and 
wrongheaded … by which time, it is, of course, too late. We can express this 
more analytically: information retains its formal relation to action even after 
its contents have been contradicted. That is to say, information does not 
retrospectively lose its justificatory power (or form) in the wake of new or 
contradictory evidence (content). To be persuaded of this, one need only 
listen to Tony Blair’s arguments in the wake of the complete and utter 
failure to find a single Weapon of Mass Destruction in ‘post-liberation’ Iraq. 
His final recourse is always to the military intelligence available when the 
decision to go to war was supposedly made. Thus, when it emerged that the 
intelligence that both Blair and Bush claimed to be acting on was quite 
simply wrong, the principle of information, coupled with the principle of 
informed action, was still doggedly, blindly, and indeed piously held up as 
the retrofitted justification for a murderous power grab.  

Thus, given Foucault’s critique of metaphysical truth-claims and their 
resultantly naïve concepts of ideology, we cannot oppose this new emphasis 
on information to a truth of which the former is a sinister distortion. 
Invoking ‘false consciousness’ would leave the logic of ‘improved 
intelligence’ intact: the mock-humble response would be, “okay, we got it a 
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little wrong this time … so let’s quadruple that military budget!”. Faced with 
the same situation again - and given recent sabre-rattling in the direction of 
Iran and Syria, this seems highly likely - the UN and the watching world 
would simply be treated to a more visually stimulating PowerPoint 
presentation from Colin Powell. The grammar of the ‘Project for a New 
American Century’ would not be addressed by the appeal to a ‘truer truth’ 
and its contemporary corollary of ‘better information’. On the contrary, what 
is required is still something like a Foucaultian analysis of the truth régimes 
which constitute the grammatical matrices through which truth-claims are 
produced, but with a vigilant awareness of the justificatory role of 
information within this grammar today. An appropriately skeptical emphasis 
on the contingent construction of information within networks of power with 
particular interests should encourage pause for reflection, on the eve of 
conflict, during conflict, and in the wake of conflict, as at no other time. 

 
* 

 
This issue of Situation Analysis therefore addresses the interface 

between power and information from various perspectives. My own opening 
article about the Campus Watch project in the United States questions an 
emergent panoptical culture within American academia, which is stifling 
informed debate about the complexity of the situation in the Middle East. 
The survey of academics ‘blacklisted’ by Campus Watch with which my 
article ends, represents an attempt to give an open platform to those who 
have been branded, unjustly, as anti-American supporters of terrorism. 

One of the academics targeted by Campus Watch himself, Peter 
Kirstein provides a deep historical archaeology of this phenomenon within 
American Universities (and beyond). He argues that the suppression of 
dissent during the Cold War intensified with the Reagan administration in 
the 1980s, but entered overdrive following September 11th, and thus 
deserves to be labelled ‘the New McCarthyism’. By way of an illustration, 
Kirstein offers a detailed account of the national furore surrounding his own 
astonishing case: in 2002, he was suspended from teaching at St. Xavier 
University, Chicago, following a controversial anti-war email he sent to a 
young army cadet.  

Burrowing behind the red herrings of nationalism, ethnocentrism and 
even simplistic notions of neo-imperialism with which we might be tempted 
to understand these recent reactionary formations, Neal Curtis analyses the 
more pervasive form of fundamentalism actually underlying recent 
international turmoil: not, or not simply, Islamic religious fundamentalism, 
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but the neo-liberal fundamentalism of an unbridled market. Examining the 
economics, ethics and politics of what he calls the ‘other Ground Zero’, 
Curtis allows us to shift the focus away from the United States and towards 
our own complicity with what is a constitutively global problematic.   

If the preceding articles attempt to do justice to the complexity of 
world events hidden behind their media representations, Julian Baggini 
tackles the thorny question of just what institutionalised thought  
(specifically philosophy, but by extension academic ‘theory’ in general) can 
realistically do to enable us to critically filter the mass of information we 
receive about these events. In a refreshingly pragmatic way, which 
nonetheless constitutes a challenge to the very project of Situation Analysis, 
Baggini accuses academic philosophers of hopelessly overestimating what 
their discipline can offer to the cut-and-thrust of public life. This challenge 
represents an ever-vital reminder of the gap between theory and practice 
which this journal attempts in some way to bridge. 

Finally, Sunil Manghani provides a lucid review of Julian Baggini’s 
recent book, Making Sense: Philosophy Behind the Headlines. In that book, 
Baggini argues, indeed demonstrates, that interpreting news media can be 
enhanced by applying the conceptual rigour of philosophy. Manghani 
manages to weave into his review a response to Baggini’s contribution to 
this issue, as well as posing the more specific and perhaps problematic 
question of what continental philosophy, as opposed to the British analytic 
tradition, might offer to the same hermeneutic task we all face today: that of 
‘making sense’ of the deeply mediated nature of contemporary global 
events.  
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